Parliamentary Government in England
member was relaxed, we should have what is in fact
government by public meeting. It is only because party
leadership is vested in the Cabinet that the House does
not present the spectacle of a mass of vested interests,
each struggling to see that it is maintained and protected
by the governmental process. Those who ask for the
abrogation of any considerable measure of Cabinet control
are in fact asking for what would be bound to develop
into the destruction of ministerial responsibility.
I cannot believe that our system would benefit thereby.
The resultant legislation would not be built upon prin-
ciple; it would be much more like the "pork barrel"
legislation of Congress. Ministers would be continually
sacrificing this and that to one well-organized interest
after another; they have, as it is, to sacrifice enough. It is,
moreover, a bad thing to make any Government put
forward and, later, administer measures in which it does
not really believe, but which it has accepted under
threat of defeat Mr. Ramsay Muir has argued that the
result would be "moderate" measures, because the
diminution of Cabinet control would leave the private
member free to be inventive in the general interest.
That is, I think, an excessively simple view. It wholly
misconceives the nature of the House of Commons. For
beneath the formal fact of territorial representation—for
which no convenient substitute has so far been discovered—
die House is essentially a vocational body. Members, no
doubt, are elected for Devonport and Dover, London
and Manningtree. But that does not conceal the fact that
they are lawyers, business men, retired soldiers and
sailors, bankers, railway directors, trade union officials
and the like. Each of them cannot help watching the
process of legislation in terms of the vocation to which
he belongs. We all know that an owner of coal royalties
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